REMARKS 

in the Office Action of 5/2/2007, the Examiner rejected claims 2-8 and 10-16 under 35 
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t Rejection Under 35 tJ.S.C. 112, First Paragraph 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims and 10-16 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 
first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. Specifically, the 
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FIG 12 Illustrates ke> features »f the bimorph ilexures that wP! aid in 
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As m v d » v m i < a J'sti >k enu Jror dv.wn . FIG. 3. where the ends of 
the flexures are parallel to the substrate, and another embodiment shown in FIG. 12, where the 
ends of the flexures are not parallel io'thfc substrate. The fiexnre end comprises a torsional 
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to independent claim 2 in the prior amendment are supported in the specification and figures and 
the scope of such are readily apparent. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and 
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IL Rejection Under 35 li.S.C. 1 12, Second Paragraph 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 2-8 and 10-16 under 35 li.S.C. 1 12, 
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claim 2 reel es "re substantial^ parallel" and she scope of this limitation is not clear Applicants 
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III. Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. 102 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected clanus 2-3, 7, and 10-15 under 35 U.S.C. 
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IV. Reactions lender 35 103 

In he Offict Union the Exan ; rejected ». mrs U<> t«d 8 uruk *5 U.S i 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Bagehn in view i Miller and rejected claims 4-5 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
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CONCLUSION 

H .-.J er mo \ re-e \ { » remarks An ■ *.ants believe thai the cciw 'he « \rt^r 

o 5 "> IJ"* ire ft ercome and \ i ippik n is In con «. If the 

regarding the case i I % , c s vite< > con \pp « 
undersigned representative at the number given below, 

f<v p u > - aw.; u 



STATTLBR-SUi-! PC 



Dated: June, 18, 2007 ( ")M l 

Greaory Sub. 
Reg; No. 48JS7 

Sm«kr-S«h PC 

»-f s ; \:<->K Si v - ^ 

Sars Joss. CA 95133 

M.rt t ^ ^ ■< 



- o - 



e IRIS 

" O S^i si \ ) v - 70S - 



